REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 25-38 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 25-29, and 31-35 stand 
rejected and claim 30 is objected to. In light of the amendments and remarks set forth below, 
Applicants respectfully submit that each of the pending claims is in immediate condition for 
allowance. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the indication of allowable subject matter in 
claim 30. By this Amendment, claim 30 has been rewritten in independent form and new claims 36- 
38 have been added which depend from allowable claim 30. No new matter has been added. 
REJECTION OF CLAIMS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 25-29, and 31-34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,703,780 ("Shiang"). Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, there must be some suggestion, motivation, 
or reason either in the reference itself or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, to modify a reference to arrive at the claimed subject matter. The prior art reference 
must also teach or suggest all of the limitations of the claim in question. See MPEP §706.02(j). A 
reference can only be used for what it clearly discloses or suggests. See In re Hummer, 1 1 3 USPQ 
66 (CCPA 1957); In re Stencel, 4 USPQ 2d 1071, 1073 (Fed. Cir. 1987). Here, the reference does 
not disclose or suggest the invention claimed by the applicant. 
Claim 1 

Among the limitations of independent claim 1 not present in the cited reference is a 
conversion LED comprising "one LED for emitting a primary radiation, the LED comprising a 



semiconductor material selected from the group consisting of GaIN, GaN, and combination 
thereof." 

Shiang fails to teach or suggest a conversion light emitting diode (LED), the LED 
comprising the semiconductor material explicitly recited above. The Office Action asserts that the 
organic light emitting device (OLED) is equivalent to the explicitly recited light emitting diode 
(LED). Applicant respectfully disagrees with this assertion. 

Applicant notes that those unskilled in the art frequently refer to an OLED as an organic 
light emitting diode. However, an OLED is not a diode. Rather, an OLED is an illuminator that 
includes one or more organic light emitting layers disposed between electrodes. However, the 
organic light emitting layers are not a diode as explicitly recited in the claims. 

In contrast, Applicants recite a light emitting diode which is a diode that consists of a chip of 
inorganic semiconducting material impregnated or doped with impurities to create a pn injunction. 
Moreover, OLEDs typically emit less light per area than inorganic solid state based LEDs, which 
are usually designed for use as point light sources. 

For the reasons discussed above, an OLED is not an LED, nor is an OLED equivalent to an 
LED and thus cannot be automatically substituted for an LED. Further, the specific LED recited in 
the claim is not disclosed or suggested by Shiang. Therefore, Shiang fails to teach or suggest a 
conversion LED as recited in Applicants' claim 1. 

If, the Examiner maintains the present rejection of independent claim 1, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner provide an affidavit or declaration setting forth specific 
factual statements and explanations to support to assertion that the applicant can rebut. See 37 CFR 
§1. 104(d)(2); and MPEP § 2144.03(c). 



Claim 25 

Among the limitations of independent claim 25 not present in Shiang is an optical element 
"disposed at one surface section of the ceramic body, said surface section being formed as a lens." 

The Office Action asserts that Shiang discloses the above quoted limitation citing Figure 3. 
Applicants respectfully submit that Figure 3 and its associated disclosure fail to disclose a lens as 
recited in the claims. Applicants note that a lens is used to transform an optical path by converging 
or diverging a beam in a well-defined regular way. However, Applicants note that such a lens is not 
disclosed in Shiang. 

In Shiang, a ceramic surface material 3 contains dimples or corrugations 4 on the surface of 
the ceramic material 3. The dimples or corrugations in addition to voids in the ceramic material act 
as random scatter centers for the light emitted by the OLED disclosed in Shiang. 

In contrast, the claimed lens is a regular curved surface that is not corrugated as depicted in 
Figures 6 and 7 of the present specification. The device set forth in claim 25 provides equal path 
lengths of the rays coming from a point-like LED through the luminescent ceramic material acting 
as a converter. In other words, there are not any colored hues such as bluish in the center and 
yellowish on the edges, which are unavoidable when using a flat surface because of unequal path 
lengths. 

Applicants note that no scattering occurs when utilizing ceramic material (Y AG) having 
luminescent material (YAG:CE) embedded in the ceramic material. This is unlike known polymeric 
lenses where a converter material is dispersed therein. These known polymeric lenses suffer from a 
severe scattering problem because the index of refraction of the polymeric material and the 
converter material dispersed inside the polymeric material differ and the boundary of the grains of 
converter material cause the scattering. 
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Because Shiang fails to disclose the lens explicitly recited in claim 25, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 25 is allowable over Shiang. 

Applicants also note that claim 25, like claim 1, is directed to a conversion LED. Therefore, 
claim 25 is also allowable for the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 
Claim 26 

Claims 26 and 31, like claim 1, is directed to a conversion LED. Claim 26 explicitly recites 
a "LED for emitting a primary radiation, the LED comprising a semiconductor material selected 
from the group consisting of GaIN, GaN, and a combination thereof." Claim 26 is allowable for at 
least the same reasons as claim 1 discussed above. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections. 

Claims 27-29 depend from and contain all of the limitations of claim 26. These dependent 
claims also recite additional limitations which, in combination with the limitations of claim 26, are 
also directed to its patentable subject matter. Thus, claims 27-29 should be allowed. 

Claims 32-34 depend from and contain all of the limitations of claim 31 . These dependent 
claims also recite additional limitations that, in combination with the limitations of claim 26, are 
also directed towards patentable subject matter. Thus, claims 32-34 should be allowed. 
Claim 35 

Claim 35 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shiang in view 
GB 2325080 ("Wickstrom"). Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection. 

Among the limitations of independent claim 35 not present in the cited combination is "the 
luminescence conversion body is a ceramic body sintered together from individual base crystallites 
that is formed by a base material that is doped by dopant such that the polycrystalline body acts 
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partly as luminescent material. . .wherein the LED and the luminescence conversion body are an 
integral body, the integral body comprises one or two arms and a stub, with at least one arm serving 
as a radiation generator for the LED." 

The cited references, whether taken alone or in combination, fail to anticipate the pending 
claims. Specifically, Wickstrom fails to disclose phosphors or luminescent layers. The stub in 
Wickstrom is provided as a substrate and not as a means for providing luminescence. See e.g. 
Wickstrom's Abstract. If one were to replace the substrate of Shiang with the substrate in 
Wickstrom, the substrate would remain a separate element from the ceramic layer 3 in Shiang. 
Thus, the combination would not result in the claimed subject matter but merely OLED as disclosed 
in Shiang utilizing a substrate having the shape disclosed by Wickstrom. Therefore, claim 35 is 
allowable over the cited combination. 
Conclusion 

In view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is in 
immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the outstanding rejection of the claim and pass this application to issue. If the Examiner 
believes an interview would be of assistance, the Examiner is welcome to contact the undersigned at 
the number listed below. 
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A check in the amount $210 is enclosed in payment for the addition of one independent 
claim in excess of three. 



Respectfully submitted, 

COHEN PONTANI LIEBERMAN & PA VANE LLP 




Dated: July 16, 2008 



AlfredWV. Froepfich 
RegMo. 38,887 
55 ITifth Avenue, Suite 1210 
New York, New York 10176 
(212) 687-2770 
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